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Ruptures in the heterosexual matrix through teenage flows and multiplicities  Authors: Bronwyn Davies, Marnina Gonick, Kristina Gottschall and Jo Lampert  Abstract: Feminist research on girlhood has drawn extensively on Butler’s conceptual work in order to theorize the normative force of heterosexuality in the everyday construction of gender. Butler argues that normativity works on subjects, and through subjects, to produce what comes to be recognized as ‘natural’ expressions of femininity. More recently, feminist research has turned to Deleuze to re-think the totalizing power of normativity. This paper explores these two approaches to girlhood. It looks in particular at Renold’s and Ringrose’s (2008) use of a Deleuzian approach to move away from the centrality in girlhood studies of Butler’s matrices of power. This paper critiques and extends their analysis, drawing on memory work undertaken in a collective biography workshop on girls and sexuality.    In this paper we draw on memories and artwork generated in a collective biography workshop on the topic of girlhood and sexuality. We are interested in thinking through Butler’s notion of the heterosexual matrix. Following Renold and Ringrose (2008) we do so with the help of Deleuze and Guattari who invite us to think about difference as differenciation or continuous becoming, where difference is not the unwanted result of imposed categories, but an evolutionary multiplicity where emergent differences are a sign of life itself. Our analysis takes epistemology and ontology to be inseparable; theories or ways of thinking impact on what bodies can do, and be seen to be doing. And what we do in our workshop is integral to the insights we are able to generate through our  collective memory work.  What Butlerian and Deleuzo-Guattarian thought has in common is an interest in  moving beyond our entrapment in binary categorizations (Stephenson, 2011: 93). As well, both understand the power of the normative order to re-capture what 
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escapes it. As Deleuze and Guattari (1987: 10) write:  You may make a rupture, draw a line of flight, yet there is still a danger that you will reencounter organizations that restratify everything, formations that restore power to a signifier, attributions that reconstitute a subject ... Groups and individuals contain microfascisms just waiting to crystallize. But there are also important epistemological (and hence ontological) differences between these two approaches, which this paper will explore.  In Gender Trouble Butler first wrote about the heterosexual matrix as “that grid of cultural intelligibility through which bodies, genders and desires are naturalized” (1990: 151). The heterosexual matrix divides us into two sexes, male and female, and each of these two sexes is gendered, she argued, in ways that are seen to naturally cohere in the sexed body. This assumes that “there must be a stable sex expressed through a stable gender (masculine expresses male, feminine expresses female) that is oppositional and hierarchically defined through the compulsory practice of heterosexuality” (Butler 1990: 151). Each one, male and female, is made meaningful through its relation to its other. Feminist educational strategies, inspired by Butler, have aimed at loosening the grip of, and perhaps even rupturing, the heterosexual matrix.  Increasingly feminist researchers are also turning to Deleuze to open a different set of possibilities, a different starting point (see for example Coleman, 2008; Davies and Gannon, 2009; Hickey-Moody, 2009 & 2012; Renold & Ringrose, 2008; Ringrose, 2011). Such work turns to Deleuze in order to find new ways of thinking about difference that is not bound by pre-existing categories. Deleuze, unlike Butler, theorizes difference not as a problem, but as affirmation, where differenciation is an ongoing life-giving process. We explore the Butler/Deleuzo-Guattarian interface, and ask in what way Deleuze and Guattari, opens up important new insights for thinking about the heterosexual matrix.  We are also interested in the interface of collective biography as a research methodology with a Deleuzo-Guattarian framework. We begin with a detailed review of Butler’s theory of sex/gender difference. 
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Butler and the performativity of subjection In Butler’s analysis of gender we are not just worked on, or constructed, by society’s normative forces. In our desire to continue to exist, which necessitates being recognizable to others, she says, we take up as our own the very terms through which gender is, and goes on being, constructed. Her analysis works with the interplay between social structures and individual desire: “...our very sense of personhood is linked to the desire for recognition, and that desire places us outside ourselves, in a realm of social norms that we do not fully choose, but that provides the horizon and the resource for any sense of choice that we may have” (Butler, 2004: 33).  In this complex set of relations, we voluntarily participate in our own subjection in ways that involve us, inevitably, in a “peculiar turning of a subject against itself that takes place in acts of self-reproach, conscience, and melancholia that work in tandem with processes of social regulation” (Butler, 1997b: 18-19). We thus performatively  accomplish not only our individual selves as regulated and self-reproaching gendered beings, but, through our performances of gendered normality, we collectively produce the very heterosexual matrix through which the norms are, and go on being, perpetuated. The normative matrix exists in what Deleuze and Guattari call striated space, which is created, in Woodward’s (2007: 69) words, “by drawing strict boundaries, creating binary oppositions and dividing space into rigid segments with a hierarchical structure”. Central to Butler’s analysis is each subject’s repression of the knowledge of their own dependence on discourse. Rather than making the performativity of their own gender visible, each individual produces themselves, and is produced, as one who, naturally and from the beginning, belongs to one category and not to the other. The gender categories are produced as natural and, as such, carry moral weight. The conscientious, self-reproaching, melancholic subject obliges herself to fit within the order of intelligibility that she is actually perpetuating through her (largely unconscious) dependence and submission. The apparent intractability of the 
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categories that are thus created is particularly painful for those who cannot comfortably fit within the binary, rigidly hierarchical gender matrix.  But there is an even further paradoxical twist in Butler’s theorizing about the way gender is constructed and maintained. The naturalized binary of male and female not only constructs male/masculine and female/feminine in binary terms, but it also depends on and accomplishes a sense of its own coherence and superiority by constituting itself in contrast to those who do not fit within its terms. Those who do not fit are deemed to be unnatural and thus not  acceptable. The gender matrix pivots not only on an assumption of its own naturalness but also on the refusal of the possibility of its own subversion, since those who might subvert it are abjected, individualized and pathologized. The male-female binary thus comes to depend on those others who exist at its borders, helping to define those borders.   Butler (1997a) exhorts us to commit what she calls necessary “offences” against the normative order, and to re-signify gender in ways that offer an alternative to the binary and hierarchical division of subjects into oppositional categories. At the same time she leaves us in no doubt that the heterosexual matrix is at work on us and through us in ways that are both difficult to see and difficult to escape: ... the opening up of the foreclosed and the saying of the unspeakable become part of the very “offence” that must be committed in order to expand the domain of linguistic survival. The resignification of speech requires opening new contexts, speaking in ways that have never yet been legitimated, and hence producing legitimation in new and future forms. (Butler, 1997a: 41) Any attempt to take up Butler’s challenge to re-signify gender, or move it outside the normative and naturalized order, must take into account the psychic commitments to, and investments in, the normative order. Those commitments and investments are understood as a complex entanglement of individual subjects’ desire, and the power of the heterosexual matrix to shape normative girlhood as other to boys/masculinity and as naturally and superior to non-normative girls. Furthermore, these processes are largely unconscious. The accomplishment of 
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ourselves as autonomous subjects involves a disavowal of our dependence on the terms of our subjection (Butler, 1997b). We repress our dependence on discourse and consequently endlessly reiterate the terms of our subjection. Butler’s work has been central to girlhood studies in a range of work. These include research on youthful gendered identities in the contexts of schools, subcultures and youth organizations, feminist interventions in girls’ productions of normative girlhood, and analyses of girls’ relations to images, popular culture and the media (Gill, 2007; Gonick, 2003; Renold & Ringrose, 2008; Walkerdine, 1997). The use of Butler’s theorizing in these fields has meant that the ruptures to the heterosexual matrix have been understood as primarily linguistic or epistemological. But what other forms of rupture might there be?  The turn to Deleuze: Renold and Ringrose The turn to Deleuze and Guattari opens up a different way of thinking  about the heterosexual matrix. They show that discourse does not work alone, but with bodies and affect (Ringrose, 2011). While they offer strategies for mapping modalities of social/subjective ‘capture’, they also expand the possibilities of transformation and becoming (Hickey-Moody and Malins, 2006). They offer a new vocabulary drawing on concepts that enable the mapping of the complex and contradictory nature of social transformation and recuperation (Ringrose, 2011: 2). Rather than giving categorization primacy, they give continuous multiplicity and differenciation center place in their thinking (Davies and Gannon, 2009). Following McRobbie (2007), Renold and Ringrose characterize current normative femininity as one that mandates hyper-sexualized and hyper-feminized performances (for example in clothing, stylizations of the body, and self representations on social media sites). In this current neoliberal moment where discourses of individual responsibility and choice have rendered feminism an increasingly inaccessible discourse to girls, girls are more regulated than ever (Renold and Ringrose, 2008). This regulation, however, is hidden from plain view since it is managed through discourses of ‘choice’ and ‘freedom.’ Girls are, in neo-
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liberal terms, “the unambiguous success stories of late capitalist societies, where discourses of choice, freedom, and autonomy coexist in a schizoid fantasy alongside proliferation of highly restrictive and regulatory discourses of hypersexualized femininity” (Renold and Ringrose, 2008: 314). According to McRobbie (2007:18), the intensification and visibility of “consumer-led sexual freedoms” demands a now routine engagement with, and performance of, hypersexuality for girls to signify as ‘girls’ at all.  Using concepts such as ‘resurgent patriarchy’ and ‘postfeminist masquerades,’ McRobbie concludes that what we are seeing is a restabilization of gender and sexual norms and “a re-ordering of the heterosexual matrix in order to secure, once again, the existence of patriarchal law and masculine hegemony” (2006:4).   Even though Renold and Ringrose find McRobbie’s analysis useful and important they are unwilling to accept the overwhelmingly bleak picture she paints. They argue that this picture does not match what they found in their empirical work where they saw girls “subverting, undermining or overtly resisting and challenging the ubiquitous hegemonic heterosexual matrix” (2008:315). Renold and Ringrose, (2008: 315) argue that the focus on media and cultural representations in McRobbie’s analysis does not allow for an understanding of girls’ everyday lives.  In drawing on their empirical studies, and developing a Deleuzian analysis of them, they aim to show that there is a rhythm of de- and reterritorializing of the heterosexual matrix and that the heterosexual matrix can be partially or momentarily disrupted.  Renold and Ringrose shift their attention from what Deleuze calls the molar order (the whole structure that repeats itself continually, like the heterosexual matrix) to the molecular flows (the microphysics of desire, of crossing borders, the emergence of being in processes of differenciation or becoming). With this change of emphasis they set out in their paper to look for the small, molecular cracks and ruptures in the hyper-feminized, hyper-sexualized gender order. They also look for more sustained alternative re-figurations of girlhood in which the matrix itself might be said to change, when something entirely new emerges. In Deleuzian terms this is a line of 
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flight in which subjects become different from what they were and think differently from how they thought (Braidotti, 1994; Davies and Gannon, 2009).  Thus, Renold and Ringrose (2008) challenge the ways in which the heterosexual matrix has been conceived of as ubiquitous, enduring and regulative in ways that are almost impossible to challenge. They draw on their empirical studies to show that girls do subvert, undermine and overtly resist that matrix.  Their analysis goes to the micro-level of daily interactions to look at girls’ activities that re-fashion that determinative order. They look at how girls deterritorialize the gender order, and at how that order constantly also re-establishes itself, reterritorializing the gender order as a hierarchical binary divide. They look at what Deleuze calls “molecular flows” where they find both “the regulation and rupture of Butler’s ‘heterosexual matrix’” (2008: 316). They offer a molecular mapping that makes it possible to find cracks and ruptures in what they deem to be a porous heterosexual matrix, which is no longer seen as a solid and determining force.  Renold and Ringrose avoid the totalizing effects that McRobbie’s analysis engenders.  Characterising the heterosexual matrix as porous rather than ubiquitous, they set out to map its malleability. Through their interviews with tween- and teenage girls they find in the repetitions of performative femininity that “spaces emerge”, and they set out to explore further “the productive potential of the ambivalence, contradiction and perpetual displacement produced within these spaces” (Renold and Ringrose, 2008: 317). They ask “how are ruptures and cracks and movement within this porous and malleable matrix already happening all around us and how do we map and see what operates at a level of movement that is often imperceptible?” (2008: 318). From a Deleuzo-Guattarian perspective “we constantly move between deterritorialization—freeing ourselves from the restrictions and boundaries of controlled, striated spaces—and reterritorialization—repositioning ourselves within new regimes of striated spaces” (Tamboukou, 2008: 360). Renold and Ringrose (2008: 319) show, through “persistent tracking of molecular flows and 
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disruptions which signal moments of deterritorializations, becomings and lines of flight”, that the matrix is porous, though those lines of flight, and the new, can always be reterritorialized (Renold and Ringrose, 2008: 319). The examples Renold and Ringrose use from their empirical data demonstrate this dynamic between rupture and reterritorialization.  But while their analytic focus is on ruptures in the heterosexual matrix we suggest that each example they offer can all too easily be read not as ruptures but as microfascisms “waiting to crystallize” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 10).  They argue, for example, that a group of girls beating up another girl for being tarty may be understood as a line of flight from niceness, but we suggest it is equally a crystallizing of class lines and the violent abjection of an expression of sexuality in girls. Similarly, a girl playing football, and taking up the position of tomboy, is portrayed by Renold and Ringrose as taking a line of flight from hypersexualized femininity. But this same girl is called a slut, by a boy whom she approaches with romantic intent. Although she rejects the label of slut and still fancies him, the boy’s judgement of her works on her, at the same time, as a predictable microfascism just waiting to crystallize the heterosexual matrix. Each of Renold and Ringrose’s ruptures is a rupture in one line of the striated lines of the heterosexual matrix and at the same time a hardening of other lines within the matrix.  This brings them back to the point that McRobbie makes about the intractability of the heterosexual matrix. The ruptures are always readable as part of the multiple striations of gender, class and race.  In a third example, presented by Renold and Ringrose, a group of girls talk about not wearing the kind of clothes to the dance that will make them objects of a sexualized gaze. They say they will wear different clothes and the boys will like them for different reasons (the object still being that the boys will be attracted to them). It is only if we accept McRobbie’s claim that hypersexualized, hyperfeminized discourses are the only discourses through which girls can signify as girls, that what these girls do can be read as ruptures of that heterosexual matrix. If we read the matrix as porous and multiple, as Renold and Ringrose ask us to do, such examples are not so 
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much ruptures but repetitions within an enduring and resilient matrix that reterritorializes each attempt at deterritorialization. Collective biography and the possibility of crossing borders Seven participants from Australia and Canada gathered together for five days in June 2010 to work on the topic of girlhood and sexuality1.  During that time we lived together in a house by the sea in the small town of Hawks Nest, Australia. Each day’s work focused primarily on telling memory stories linked to our topic. In one of our memory-work sessions we used photos of ourselves as tween- and teenage girls as prompts, and in a subsequent session we turned our stories into art works, using paint and cloth and other found objects2. Collective biography, as a methodology, has been pivotal in producing the different ways of thinking that we explore here, so in what follows we elaborate our methodology in careful detail. In collective biography workshops (Davies and Gannon, 2006, 2009) researchers work with their own and each other’s memories to tease out moments of embodied being as they are informed by and respond to the questions of, in this case, ruptures in the production of girlhood. Our focus is on what girls can do, their affect, their affect in relation to other affects, rather than what they are (or what they are in relation to a media monolith of hyperfemininity). In Deleuze’s and Guattari’s (1987: 284) words: ... we know nothing of a body until we know what it can do, in other words, what its affects are, how they can or cannot enter into composition with other affects, with the affects of another body, either to destroy that body or 
                                                        
1 The workshop participants included  Bronwyn Davies, (University of Melbourne), Susanne Gannon 
(University of Western Sydney), Marnina Gonick (Mount St Vincent University), Kristina Gottschall (Charles 
Sturt University), Jo Lampert (Queensland University of Technology),  Kelli McGraw (Queensland University 
of Technology), and Catherine Camden-Pratt (University of Western Sydney).  
2 The art workshop was led by  Catherine Camden-Pratt (University of Western Sydney).    
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be destroyed by it, either to exchange actions and passions with it or to join with it in composing a more powerful body.  In preparation for this particular collective biography workshop the participant researchers read several articles on the topic of girls and sexuality, including the 2008 paper by Renold and Ringrose3. The seven of us met to tell and write stories in the mode of collective biography. Our ages spanned more than 30 years, with our tweenage and teenage memories coming from the 50s through to the 80s. We are not focused therefore on the ruptures of femininity in girls’ lives now, but on ruptures as they are remembered and examined through the processes of collective biography.   Collective biography is not merely autobiographical,  nor does it rely on accounts told in relation to an interviewer’s questions. Rather the collective, in response to the research question and to the readings they have chosen as relevant to their topic, tells stories, and listens to those stories, seeking ways to make affective moments tell-able and hear-able, while ridding the text of clichés and explanations and judgements. Listening with concerted openness to each other, the storytellers collectively make visible what none of their singular stories might have done. In the interactions between stories and group members, networks of movement and meaning are created while seemingly stable habits of relation are both noted and unsettled.   In the telling of and listening to each other’s stories, we engage in what Ellwood (2009) refers to as “a strategy of attention.” The evolving stories evoke remembered bodies, remembered contexts, remembered flows over borderlines – of affect, and of locations within multiple and overlapping ways of knowing and being.  The specific strategies of collective biography allowed the seven of us to listen to each other, be affected by each other’s listening and questioning and telling of stories, and to work toward generating understandings of doing girlhood in                                                         3 See Coleman, 2008; Davies and Gannon, 2009; Renold & Ringrose, 2008; Ringrose, 2011. 
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different bodies, times and contexts that exceed any autobiographical account that any of us might have made. This methodology makes a radical break with phenomenology, which might search for true stories that can be recovered from the drawers of memory (Bergson, 1998). Collective biography understands memory to create the moment again each time it is remembered. Memories are always bumping up against the memories and affects of others, against new knowledges, creating for the first time the moment in which the memory is told, as well as the remembered moment. For Deleuze the past does not constitute itself “after having been present, it coexists with itself as present” (Deleuze, 1956: 39). Unlike Renold’s and Ringrose’s interviews, our stories about moments of rupture were not ruptures of a monolithic heterosexual matrix characterized by hyperfemininity, but more like the making visible of already existing multiplicities, and a working at the borderlines of those multiplicities where what is to come cannot be predicted in advance. Deleuze and Guattari describe such multiplicities and borderlines thus:  [Multiplicities] continually transform themselves into each other, cross over into each other ... [so that] becoming and multiplicity are the same thing. A multiplicity is defined not by its elements, nor by a center of unification or comprehension. It is defined by the number of dimensions it has; it is not divisible, it cannot lose or gain a dimension without changing its nature. Since its variations and dimensions are immanent to it, it amounts to the same thing to say that each multiplicity is already composed of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, and that a multiplicity is continually transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according to its thresholds and doors. ... In fact, the self is only a threshold, a door, a becoming between two multiplicities. Each multiplicity is defined by a borderline... but there is a string of borderlines, a continuous line of borderlines (fiber) following which the multiplicity changes. And at each threshold or door, a new pact? (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 249) 
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The selves told in our stories are, in Deleuze and Guattari’s terms, not solid entities pre-existing the moment, but thresholds or doors, “a becoming between two multiplicities” that multiply further in their encounters with multiple others.  The collective biography workshop itself is a multiplication of encounters, and the memories we work with can also be read in terms of such multiplication and differenciation. In what follows we trace a series of stories about a girl we have called Maddie. Maddie’s stories of a summer holiday, and her possible first kiss, work through memory, a photograph and the making of a work of art using that photograph. Working with the memories, the photo and the art work enable us to focus on molecular flows captured in the stories, but also our collective encounters with these and other stories as they unfolded during the week. Each encounter, within the workshop, and within the stories, is a threshold or door, on which, or through which, the storyteller’s multiplicity transforms itself “into a string of other multiplicities” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 249). Our methodology is thus integral to and not separate from the memories. Unlike representational studies that take phenomena to pre-exist their observation, collective biography situates itself at thresholds and doors, allowing us to trace emerging deterritorializations and reterritorializations in the back and forth movement within and between each other’s stories.    At each threshold or door, a new pact? Becoming Maddie The first of Maddie’s stories works at the borderline of childhood sexual inexperience and an encounter with the pubescent world of a heterosexual party. From a Deleuzian perspective, a self does not come to exist independent of, or prior to, the moment of encounter—but over and over again within the moment of encounter itself. By working with detailed embodied memories it is possible to see Maddie as emergent in each moment, becoming within and against multiple ways of being. A Deleuzian encounter is not a meeting of pre-existing entities. Rather, Deleuzian “[e]ncounters disrupt, dislodge, disconfirm our usual modes of being, our habitual sense of the way things are or ought to be, including our sense of ourselves” (Clarke/Keefe, 2010: xiii).    
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The encounter, in this framing of it, is experimental—one does not necessarily know what will emerge from the moment. As Deleuze and Guattari also say: “To think is to experiment, but experimentation is always that which is in the process of coming about – the new, remarkable, and interesting that replace the appearance of truth and are more demanding than it is” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1994: 111). In other words, each encounter is a ‘becoming’ where multiple possibilities may be simultaneously in play. The stories that follow seek to get inside the emergent moment in which the girl is becoming.  A range of possibilities emerges in any encounter. The stories connected to the photo and art work revisit again and again the meeting with the boy David, told in the first story, and with each re-telling,  re-examines the grip of the heterosexual matrix. This first story was a response to the prompt think of a time when there was some kind of rupture/ambivalence/ contradiction in relation to your performance of girlhood. My first dance party. A beachside holiday. All the kids from the “right kind of family” had been invited. I had only packed shorts and t-shirts and thongs. I was not prepared. No question of buying a dress—I would have to borrow a dress from my aunty. It looked a bit weird, but it would do. My aunty’s lipstick too. Better wash my hair. My sister decided it had to be put up – teasing and hairspray—yuck! And perfume! OK. I was ready. I just couldn’t imagine what a dance party would be like. I walked there together with my friends through the dusty lanes of the fishing village.  The host had a boy staying with him who looked completely gorgeous. His name was David. Right away he asked me to dance, and we swirled around the floor and smiled and talked and laughed, and I thought, this is the most perfect happiness. But suddenly at the end of the second round of dances he excused himself. He went over to Georgina and asked her to dance. I watched them dancing. Her face was expressionless. She didn’t exude any of the same buzzing happiness that had opened up between me and David. But then he 
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asked her to dance again. And again. It didn’t make sense. In the next interlude, on an impulse, I walked over to where he and Georgina were standing, and asked him to dance. We danced together for the rest of the evening, and he walked me home. On my doorstep (where I anticipated I would experience my first kiss) he shook my hand and said gravely “thank you, perhaps we will meet again”, and walked off.  Next morning on the beach my sister told me to sit under our umbrella and wait until he approached me. On no account was I to act improperly as I had clearly done the night before. At the age of 18, she had a lot of authority about how girls should act. I waited and waited. No sign of him. This felt really stupid.  I hated sitting there, bored, trying to look nonchalant. On impulse I jumped up and wandered around looking for him. My heart thumped hard when I saw him sitting with Roger under their umbrella. Hi, I said shyly, but they barely responded. Polite, but leaving me standing there while they sat on their towels, making no effort to start up any kind of conversation. Clearly no pleasure in seeing me. Almost embarrassed. After a short while I left. I didn’t approach him again, though the group of us hung out together, on and off, for three weeks. On the last night of the holidays we played truth or dare, sitting out on the cement driveway of somebody’s house. Truth, David chose. “Why didn’t you and Maddie get together when you were such an obvious couple?” Jody asked. A long silence. Then, “because she was fast”. Fast!  An undesirable kind of girl, promiscuous. No decent boy would want her! Heat rose up to my face and I stared at the ground in front of me, unable to speak. Yet he was the one who should have been ashamed. What he said wasn’t true. The truth was I didn’t go to a private school in the same city as him and Georgina did. And yes, I didn’t follow the rules. I was in the wrong game. The heterosexual matrix is a dominant force in this story. It can be read as the story of a girl learning to be appropriately feminine. At the same time there are 
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borderlines being crossed. There is the male prerogative at work in David’s taking of the romantic lead, but Maddie challenges that more than once with a pre-feminist critique that makes such prerogatives absurd. We can see Maddie both learning the work of feminized embodiment and finding it uncomfortable. We can see girlhood pre-pubescent innocence and girlhood desire to experiment/experience a first sexual/sensual encounter. It is not one or the other, correct femininity or incorrect femininity, according to the heterosexual matrix but both. It is experimental, emergent. She becomes through doing in a series of micro-flows that unfold from moment to moment. At each of the borderlines there is a threshold, an encounter, a possibility of an emergent self that comes to recognize itself differently, as a newly emergent feminized subject, discovering what it is possible to do in the doing of it. In each moment there is also a microfascism just waiting to crystallize. The girl is drawn into a new world through the practice of the holiday dance party. She fabricates out of the materials available to her a body that will do for the occasion. She dances with a boy and experiences sexual desire. She lets her joyfulness be evident, acts on impulse and thus finds herself categorized as fast and rejected as a possible romantic partner. She both knows and rejects the truth of this categorization.  She experienced the sexual rush between herself and David as joyful, and is outraged at being called, in effect, a slutty, sexually available girl.  Initiated into the heterosexual game with its exclusionary classed regulations of comportment and lineage, she (innocently) works the border of both learning the rules and changing them.  She sets herself apart from the heterosexual game as it is being played in that place at that time. At the same time it is entirely possible that she will modify her behaviour next time she meets a boy—perhaps she will not be so impulsive, perhaps she will play the game differently, closer to the dictates of the heterosexual matrix. In the next session we responded to the prompt think of a time when you became aware of the multiplicity of the body, and the ways in which that multiplicity comes into being through relations with images.  We had brought photos of ourselves as tween- and teenagers that we used as the images to interact with. Maddie had 
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brought several photos, taken in the same year as the first dance party. She wrote in response to one of these photos: I am standing on the beach with my younger brother in front of the surf life-savers’ club. It has MEMBERS ONLY written above the entrance. Only men can be members. When I was little, Dad would take me into the area underneath the club and hire a surfoplane and take me out into the big waves, then let me go on a wave just as it was tipping, and I rode down its smooth side and rode all the way to the shore. Now I don’t need a surfoplane. I can dive deep down under the thundering waves and swim and dive until I get out to the big swells. I can lie on the undulating waves for an hour and look at the sky or I can catch a wave just as it tips over, just as my dad taught me, and ride it all the way in.  Once I was out there completely alone, I didn’t hear the shark alarm that went off while I was diving down under the thundering waves. My Dad was frantic waving at me from the edge of the water. In the photo my body is strong, and it’s brown from the sun. My swimmers are the aqua blue of the sea. The swimmers have plastic bra cups built into them, so it looks like I’ve got big breasts. I don’t want big breasts, they just get in the way of running and swimming.  And these bra cups catch the water when I’m surfing and they scratch me. I really dislike them. These are the swimmers I had the year I met David and was rejected for being the wrong kind of girl. They were a beautiful aqua blue—like the colour of his eyes.  The girl stands with one hand holding her hat from blowing away in the wind. She stands still for the occasion of the photo, in front of the surf life-savers club. Her associations with the surf and the surf life-savers club emphasize the strength of her body and its pleasurable play in the water. Although this is primarily a story of jouissance, the girl’s bodily pleasure is overshadowed by the men-only club, and the story of the shark, and the discomfort of the bra-cups that sexualize and impede her 
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actions and movement. It is also over shadowed by the rejection for being the wrong kind of girl – a dictum that disrupts the story of the strong joyful body4. In the workshop itself, ‘Maddie’ was puzzled by the way she had written her story as resolving back into the intractable power of the heterosexual matrix and of herself as someone who was lacking. The strength of the swimming body had been dissipated by the scratchy bra-cups, the shark, and David’s categorization of her. What she had not succeeded in making visible was the doing/ becoming multiple body that doesn’t yet know what it might become as its borderlines meet yet more borderlines, as its affects meet yet more affects, sometimes killing a possibility of being off and sometimes enabling lines of flight and new becomings. And sometimes both at once. Deleuze and Guattari suggest that art enables a different kind of knowledge since it works not with concepts but with affects and precepts (in contrast to individualized affections and perceptions). Still working at the molecular level, affect and percept move among and through multiple bodies (Davies and Gannon, forthcoming; Uhlmann, 2009). In our art workshop on the 3rd day of our collective biography workshop, we each selected one of our stores to work with. Maddie chose the story of her summer holiday. She copied the photo of herself standing on the beach, and cut the figure of herself out to use in her art work. Working with brightly coloured cloth and found objects, she recreates the sandy beach and the sea and places herself clearly on the side of jouissance.  
                                                        4 In Camera Lucida Barthes develops the twin concepts of studium and punctum: 
studium denoting the cultural, linguistic, and political interpretation of a photograph, punctum denoting the wounding, personally touching detail which establishes a direct relationship with the object or person within it. 
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  Writing about her art work she says: Standing on the beach, strong. The wrong kind of girl. Pubescence has opened up a gulf, with sand and fun and laughter and sexuality on one side and me on the other in my aqua blue swimmers, alone. The wrong kind of girl. A thin pink line of pubescence divides me from the golden sand – from its warmth, sensuality, imaginative lines of flight, from all that is good and playful about childhood, and from the promise of moments of perfect happiness with a blue-eyed boy. Desire shifts. I will be slender and studious. I will carry books on my arm. (I wish I had glasses to help this image). I will plait my hair in one plait that hangs down in front of my left shoulder. I will question authority. I will not follow stupid instructions. I will seek out the truth, no matter how hard. I will be brave.  There is a borderline created here between the melancholy of being the wrong kind of girl and the innocence of childhood. But the border is also a door or a threshold, through which she imagines another girl walking with her books who will not succumb to a molar order that she finds ridiculous. In the work of art, all that she rejects and foregoes is placed on the other side of the pink line. Her body, standing alone outlined by the sea, now without the club in the background, is immediately 
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perceivable as strong. The workshop participants could not believe it was the same photo, demanding to see the photo again, looking back and forth between the girl in front of the men’s club, to the girl in the art work. The assembled bodies of the workshop participants found themselves affected by a percept of strong girl’s body, one exclaiming to Maddie, “oh, so you really were strong!” With the work of art now assembled, the story is no longer only about the girl’s enmeshment in the molar order. It is about her struggle with it, but also about the affect of strength and emergent difference, about bodies in water and sand, about awareness of puberty while not being determined by it.  The pink line does not divide either sexuality or childhood off from the girl who stands alone. The sexual pink underlies the whole and emerges in each aspect of the whole. The merging with waves is no less sexual/sensual than the possibility of a kiss from David. The girl’s integrity is not violated at the same time as the melancholy of rejection and separation is expressed. She stands alone on the sea side, rupturing the monolithic heterosexual matrix with her choice to challenge authority. But this  precludes neither her sexuality nor further accusations of being the wrong kind of girl.  Concluding thoughts Collective biography as a research methodology enables the participants to work not just epistemologically, but also, and at the same time, ontologically. The depiction of girlhood that it produces is discursive and affectively embodied. Further, in moving in close to moments of emergent being , the stories are about more than a dominant matrix that determines the possibilities of being in the very processes through which that being is enacted. It also shows how emergent the molar order, and in particular the heterosexual matrix, is in the living of it. The heterosexual matrix needs to be understood not as a geomorphic strata, but as molecular and fluid, constantly in flux, evolving. It is capable of re-territorializing small lines of flight, capable of crystallizing hierarchies of power through multiple microfascisms and yet also always potentially becoming something new – 
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differenciating itself in terms of multiple possible emergent differences. It is at the molecular level that new possibilities emerge and shift, endlessly re-arranging themselves.  [Multiplicities] continually transform themselves into each other, cross over into each other ... each multiplicity is already composed of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, ... [a] multiplicity is continually transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according to its thresholds and doors. ... at each threshold or door, a new pact? (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 249) Although Renold and Ringrose were also seeking to map the fluidity of becoming, drawing on Deleuze and Guattarian concepts, the images of the ubiquitous hyper-feminised hypersexualized heterosexual matrix leads them to see almost any movement across borderlines as rupture of that matrix. The hope of finding alternative configurations leads them to place too much weight on fissures that we have seen as simply another manifestation of the multiplicitous and always mobile molar order. Perhaps the very geological metaphors they use of porousness, fissures and cracks contribute to holding the matrix as geomorphic strata intact. In our alternative mapping through the figure of Maddie we have tried to show the symbiotic relations between multiplicities that go to make up the becoming of girls, opening up spaces of rupture and movement that are always already possible sites of difference. The girl is “a threshold, a door, a becoming between two multiplicities” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 249). She may be met at every turn by micro-fascisms threatening to congeal the heterosexual matrix, but she is already always escaping from their traps as she becomes a girl in each new moment. Such multiplicity and flux is hard to conceptualize, hard to see, impossible to pin down. Through the strategies of collective biography we have sought to make the flux conceivable and visible through the stories of one girl’s doing and becoming on a summer holiday.  References Barthes, R. (1984) Camera Lucida. Reflections on photography. London: Flamingo. 
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